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J. M. C. TOYNBEE, Animals in Roman life and art, London, Thames & Hudson,
1973, 8vo, pp. 431, illus., £6.75.
Professor Jocelyn Toynbee has produced the first comprehensive survey on this
topic. It is a scholarly work, teeming with information which is all carefully docu-
mented in over 1,800 end-notes, and it is well very illustrated. There is first a general
survey followed by a detailed consideration of animals from Roman literature and
art, arranged by species. It is not, however, a complete account of the fauna of the
Roman world, and some groups, such as insects and worms have been excluded,
and fish, for example, are dealt with only briefly. Nor, of course, does the author
attempt to compile a corpus of literary passages and artistic representations relating
to animals. A veterinary surgeon, R. E. Walker, adds an appendix on 'Roman
veterinary medicine' (pp. 301-343).
Altogether this is a remarkable work ofreference which will remain the authorita-
tive source for some time to come. It is, therefore, a pity that more attention could
not have been made to animals in the history of Roman medicine: as experimental
subjects in physiology, as dissecting material, as therapeutic agents, etc. Occasional
reference is, however, made to animals associated with healing, such as the dog and
the snake. Perhaps it was felt that the subject is large enough as it is. However, ifan
inaccurate author like Pliny is cited, it is a pity that the remarkable genius, Galen,
who so encapsulated medicine that it remained in the form he gave it for thirteen
centuries, and who spent much of his time with animals, alive and dead, is not
referred to. The significance of the apparent absence of the rat might also have
received some attention. When looking for these topics it becomes obvious how little
the indices help.
However Professor Toynbee is not presenting a zoological or medical treatise.
Others building on the foundations she has provided can do this. Meantime, her
book deserves boundless praise.
WILLIAM S. MULLINS and ALBERT J. GLASS (editors), Neuropsychiatry in
World WarII,Volume2, Overseastheatres,Washington, D.C., OfficeoftheSurgeon
General, Department of the Army, 1973, 8vo, pp. xxxv, 1140, illus., $16.20.
The first volume ofthis work appeared in 1966 (see MedicalHistory, 1969, 13: 206,
for review) and now, thirty years after the end of the war, the second and last is
published. Whytheincrediblylonggestationperiodhasbeennecessaryis notobvious.
This volume deals with the prevention, treatment, and disposition ofarmy neuro-
psychiatric casualties in the overseas theatres. The Mediterranean, European, Pacific
and other areas are dealt with in sequence (pp. 1-848). Then follows a section on
the Army Air Forces (pp. 851-928), one on prisoners-of-war of the Japanese and of
the Germans and Italians (pp. 929-985), and 'Conclusions and summary' (pp. 987-
1027). There are eleven appendices and a thorough index. Altogether there are 102
photographs, 14 charts, 100 tables and 36 maps.
The main interest of this book relates to the fact that the American army, like
American civilian medicine, accepted the hybrid specialist, the neuropsychiatrist,
whereas the British had the neurologist and the psychiatrist whose activities were
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quite separate. This had been an historical development deriving from the Viennese
influence at the beginning ofthe century. Which wasthe better arrangement is difficult
to say and this book does not attempt an answer. It deals almost exclusively with
military psychiatry and as such is a mine of useful information. However, a lack of
trained neurologists is recorded (pp. 250 and 448), and it is suggested that inaccurate
diagnoses resulted. On the whole, it seems that owing to this peculiar structure of
neurology and psychiatry the neurological patients were less well handled than in
other armies. Since 1945, however, due to the activities ofthe American Academy of
Neurology the two specialities are more separate, with benefit to each.
As far as the psychiatric problems encountered overseas are concerned, the im-
portance ofsocial aspects ofpsychiatry become more apparent. But as well as deriving
benefit from handling the psychiatric and behavioural disorders, methods whereby
they could be prevented ormodified also were evolved. As the editors say, the lessons
learned thereby and which are recorded here should make sure that in the future the
experience ofhistory is not ignored.
STANLEY RUBIN, Medieval English medicine, Newton Abbot, David & Charles,
1974, 8vo, pp. 232, illus., £6.50.
The title ofthis book is somewhat misleading. Rather than dealing with medicine
of the whole Medieval period it is concerned mainly with the early Middle Ages,
that is with Anglo-Saxon medicine. As such it is a competent survey, although con-
taining nothing new. The author aims to depict ". . . . disease, sickness [? the dif-
ference] and medical practice in their widest sense . . ." (p. 9). He must, however,
possess a limited knowledge ofmedical historiography, for he claims that instead of
this approach the more conventional one in this subject is " . . . so often limited to the
study ofspecific diseases or their treatment throughout the ages . . .", and he believes
that contemporary historical views ofdisease are frequently neglected (p. 9).
In fact, his handling of diseases is inadequate. When discussing leprosy he makes
no reference to the Biblical influences, an appreciation ofwhich is essential for a full
understanding of the way in which the medieval leper was regarded and treated,
influences which still linger with us today. Also, there is confusion over the trans-
mission of bubonic plague: Mr. Rubin appears to believe that either rats or fleas
(unspecified) are responsible, whereas, ofcourse, the rat flea is the real carrier ofthe
disease (p. 74). His suggestion of an epidemic ofpoliomyelitis in 851 seems unlikely,
and the primary source used is unreliable. In the case of secondary sources the
author accepts them too uncritically, that by Bonser, for example, on Anglo-Saxon
medicine being notoriously defective.
It is not clear why it was thought necessary to produce this book, which is a com-
pilation of well-known sources. Moreover, it is strange that Dr. Charles Talbot's
excellent book on Medicine in Medieval England, which has obviously supplied the
author with much information, is not included in his Select bibliography, whereas
Dr. Talbot's work on medieval medical practitioners, which deals hardly at all with
the Anglo-Saxon period, is.
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